Professors .
_ .:,r s'Proposod Budget

Good: evenmg, Senator Harp, Represen’tatxve Walker, Sen Maynard Rep. Wzlhs and members
of the Commn:tee Thark you very miuch for the opportumty to testify before you today..

With the limited time avaﬂable allow me to make Just five points for your consxderatlon

1) Tho proposed reductxon of IG% 1n the go“ ‘ l_fund aliocatxon for CSU cannot be

wit ut proportlonai mcreases in fuli—tuno acuity, almost 60 % of CSU faculty aro now
part ime. The proposed reductlon will certainly make. th situation: WOLSE, resultlng in
even fewer full-time faculty, dlm'_ ished acadernlc progr ams, and larger class sizes. ‘We
applaud the Govertior’s desire to prov1d‘ more fundmg for ibstruction, but unfortunately,
the présent proposal Wlll not accomphsh that goal

2) The sweeping power glven to the proposed Board of Regents to transfer funds from one
constituent unit to another (H. B. 6380, Sec,41) limits legislatwe authomty and makes
planmng by any of the units nearly 1mp0331ble Also, under the current proposal the
block grant for the three constituent units will be appro;pnated d1rect1y to the Board of
Regents which will then aliocate approprlatzons to the individual institutions based on.
pofformance and outcome moasuros {SB. 1011, Sec. 11 (a)). ‘We aré not opposed to
havmg perfonnance measures for public institutions of higher education ‘but experience
shows that funding based on such measures 51mply does not work. In fact, eleven states,
after having tried performance and outcome measure based funding have already
abandoned it.

3) The proposal to rerhove position control for non-faculty positions from institutions of
higher education (S.B. 1000, Sec. 1 6) will make it practically 1mposs1bIe for our
institutions to respotid to the changing needs of our students. Many of these pdsitions are
in academic support services. Necessary student servicés as well as instructional and
research activities depend on them.
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4) The present proposal (S. B. 1000, Sec.7 (b)) further infringes on legislative authority by
increasing the Governor’s rescission power from 5% to 10%. The resulting uncertainty
with regard to available resources will make institutional planning even more difficult,

5) For any institution of higher education to fulfill its mission and be competitive, it must
have the autonomy to make educational decisions, which cannot be made except
alongside of budgetary decisions. This is not to say that CSU should not be held
accountable for how it spends the tax payers’ money; this is only to say that the proposed
degree of centralization and bureaucratic control are not needed to achieve that goal.

Thank you very much.
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